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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Remedial Investigation (RI) and the F e a s i b i l i t y Study (FS) for the Purity 
O i l Sales s i t e , a former o i l processing f a c i l i t y that i s now a Superfund s i t e , 
were made available for public review and comment i n October 1988 and i n A p r i l 
1989, respectively. Also i n A p r i l 1989, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) d i s t r i b u t e d a fact sheet explaining the contents of the FS as well as 
out l i n i n g che Proposed Plan. The Proposed Plan proposed cleaning up the Purity 
O i l s i t e by pumping and treating the contaminated groundwater, along with 
excavating, treating, and capping of the s o i l s . A public comment period on the 
FS and the proposed plan was open from A p r i l 17 through May 16, 1989. Comments 
by the public were submitted to EPA, and a Responsiveness Summary addressing the 
comments was issued on August 9, 1989. 

In September 1989 the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Groundwater and Tanks 
Operable Unit (OU) was issued, which represents the remedial action selected by 
EPA. The ROD for the Purity O i l s i t e includes the following actions to address 
contaminated groundwater and tanks: 

• Water treatment to remove v o l a t i l e organic compounds (VOCs), iron and 
manganese from the groundwater to include: 

Extraction of contaminated groundwater. 

Treatment of the extracted contaminated groundwater using greensand 
and a i r stripping to a t t a i n federal and state drinking water 
standards. Carbon adsorption w i l l be used to control a i r emissions, 
i f needed. 

Disposal of treated and tested groundwater by use of one or more of 
the following methods: r e i n j e c t i o n into the aquifer, disposal i n 
the North Central Canal or disposal i n l o c a l i n f i l t r a t i o n basins. 

Groundwater monitoring to v e r i f y contaminant cleanup. 

Creation of a groundwater management zone extending 1 to 2 miles 
from- the cleanup target area to .control pumping^ to maintain 
groundwater levels at the desired configuration. 

• Tank cleanup and removal to include: 

Removal and o f f - s i t e disposal of the contaminated wastes contained 
i n the seven onsite steel tanks. 

S o l i d i f i c a t i o n of the wastes, i f needed, p r i o r to o f f - s i t e disposal. 

Cleaning, dismantling and o f f - s i t e disposal of the tanks. 

The Groundwater and Tanks OU ROD enables cleanup of the contaminated aquifer and 
removal of the tanks to proceed as quickly as possible. This w i l l reduce the 
spread of groundwater contamination and prevent the use of contaminated water 
by private well owners. By removing the tanks, a nuisance and potential health 



and s a f e t y hazard at the s i t e w i l l be e l i m i n a t e d . The Groundwater and Tanks OU 
ROD w i l l be supplemented l a t e r by a S o i l s OU ROD tha t w i l l address the 
contaminated s o i l s that may be a continu i n g source of groundwater contamination 
from the s i t e . 

EPA has r e c e n t l y (1990) found P o t e n t i a l l y Responsible P a r t i e s (PRPs) who may be 
l i a b l e f o r the contamination at the s i t e . In order to al l o w the new-found PRPs 
the o p p o r t u n i t y to review and comment on s i t e remediation r e l a t e d documents, EPA 
re-opened the comment p e r i o d on the RI/FS, the Proposed P l a n and the ROD f o r the 
Groundwater and Tanks OU from June 27, 1990 to J u l y 26, 1990. During t h i s 
p e r i o d , comments were once again submitted by the p u b l i c ( p r i m a r i l y by PRPs), 
and these comments are responded to i n t h i s document. 

This responsiveness summary addresses only those comments submitted d u r i n g the 
re-opened comment p e r i o d that p e r t a i n to the Groundwater and Tanks OU. Comments 
that p e r t a i n to the S o i l s OU w i l l be addressed i n a subsequent responsiveness 
summary document accompanying the S o i l s OU ROD. 

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

W r i t t e n comments on the Groundwater and Tanks OU were r e c e i v e d during the re
opened comment p e r i o d from the f o l l o w i n g sources: 

Department of the A i r Force 

County of Fresno. 

COMMENT: 

No. 1 Department of the A i r Force - For the s e l e c t e d groundwater remedy, 
A l t e r n a t i v e W3 w i l l cost an estimated $11-20 m i l l i o n over the next 10-20 
years. Under the r i s k c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n p o r t i o n of the ROD, f o r r e s i d e n t i a l 
and o c c u p a t i o n a l groundwater users, excess cancer r i s k s ranged from 
8x10"^ to AxlO"'* f o r the worst case exposure and 2x10"^ to 8x10"^ f o r the most 
probable exposure. I f , as the ROD notes, EPA s e l e c t s s i t e remedies from 
w i t h i n a 10"'* to 10''' r i s k range, with a general goal of a c h i e v i n g a 10"̂  

" l e v e l of p r o t e c t i o n , then there i s a low l e v e l of r i s k inasmuch as .the 
p o t e n t i a l r i s k s are already very c l o s e to the goals. The $11-20 m i l l i o n 
c o st appears excessive to achieve these goals. 

RESPONSE: 

A l t e r n a t i v e W3 would pump and t r e a t the contaminated groundwater i n the 
plume to State A c t i o n Levels (SALs) area whereas A l t e r n a t i v e W2 would pump 
and t r e a t the groundwater to Federal Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs). 
The MCL Area would include the groundwater beneath the e n t i r e s i t e and 
areas downgradient of the s i t e where t o t a l VOC conc e n t r a t i o n s are grea t e r 
than 10 ppb. The SAL Area would includ e a much l a r g e r p o r t i o n of the 
a q u i f e r comprising the MCL Area plus a d d i t i o n a l areas where the detected 



concentrations of 1,2-dichloroethane (1,2-DCA), the most widespread of the 
v o l a t i l e organic compounds (VOCs), have been measured as equal to or 
greater than the 1-ppb SAL. The MCL Area would include the Purity O i l 
s i t e and a plume Area extending approximately 1,000 f t north of the s i t e . 
The SAL Area would include the MCL Area plus areas up to approximately 
3,500 f t northwest of the s i t e . Since Alternative W3 would treat a much 
larger portion of the contaminated groundwater plume than Alternative W2 
and would pump and treat greater volumes of water (an estimated 1,450 gpm 
vs 450 gpm), i t would be about twice as cos t l y as Alternative W2. 

The commentor believes that the cost of implementing Alternative W3 i s 
excessive (we assume i n comparison to Alternative W2) for the lessening 
of potential excess cancer r i s k gained. The present worth cost of 
Alternative W3 i s estimated to be $11.54 m i l l i o n and of Alternative W2 to 
be $6.42 m i l l i o n . The difference of $5 m i l l i o n results i n a reduced 
potential r i s k of cancer for a hypothetical r e s i d e n t i a l water user, e.g., 
from 10'̂  down to 10"̂ , or less. Both alternatives f a l l within EPA's lO"'* to 
10"® health r i s k range. Health r i s k was not the sole determining factor i n 
EPA's selecting Alternative W3 over W2. Other evaluation c r i t e r i a that 
played a c r u c i a l role i n remedy selection were state Applicable or Relevant 
and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), state acceptance, and reduction of 
t o x i c i t y , mobility and volume of the contaminants. 

EPA guidance makes i t clear that i n order for a remedial alternative to 
be considered as a selected remedy, i t must meet the two threshold 
c r i t e r i a : (1) overall protection of human health based on analysis over 
a l l chemicals and pathways combined (health r i s k assessment) and (2) must 
meet ARARs. EPA's cleanup goals for the groundwater at the Purity O i l s i t e 
are based on r e s i d e n t i a l and occupational water users ingesting the 
groundwater. To protect public health, the cleanup goals were established 
by EPA to meet MCLs, SALs, and an excess cancer r i s k from carcinogens of 
under 10"®. The groundwater cleanup c r i t e r i a being considered by EPA for 
the Purity O i l s i t e for a particular contaminant are the Federal and State 
MCLs and SALs, i f they have been established for the contaminant. 

If a Federal or State MCL or SAL has not been established for a p a r t i c u l a r 
contaminant, the cleanup c r i t e r i a w i l l be the contaminant concentration 
that poses an excess cancer r i s k of 10"®. The groundwater cleanup c r i t e r i a 
are presented i n Table 2-3 of the FS. As explained i n the r i s k assessment, 
the excess cancer ris k s were estimated under the worst-case exposure and 
most probable exposure scenarios for r e s i d e n t i a l and occupational users. 

Although both Alternatives W2 and W3 f a l l within the health r i s k range of 
10"" to 10"®, Alternative W3 would resu l t i n the lowest potential health 
r i s k (10"®). In addition to achieving a lower potential cancer r i s k , 
Alternative W3 would meet the State of C a l i f o r n i a promulgated MCL for 1,2-
DCA of 0.5 ppb, an ARAR for the s i t e , whereas Alternative W2 would not. 
Also, W3 would extract and treat contaminated groundwater from the leading 
portion of the plume (the SAL Area) lessening the r i s k of contaminated 
groundwater migrating to the Northwest, thereby c o n t r o l l i n g the future r i s k 
to downgradient water users. Alternative W2 would not accomplish this 
obj ective. 

I 
I 



COMMENT: 

No. 2 Department of the A i r Force - Within the Implementation Elements for 
Alternative W3 section, monitoring requirements for W3 were discussed. 
The ROD indicates that once the o f f - s i t e contamination has been reduced 
to levels established by EPA and the state, an assessment w i l l be made to 
determine i f the s i t e i s s t i l l a source of groundwater contamination. 
However, no standards have been delineated i n the ROD. Are they going to 
be less than or greater than the Maximum Contamination Levels (MCLs)? 
Without knowing the standards to be used, i t i s d i f f i c u l t to comment 
further. 

RESPONSE: 

The commentor i s incorrect i n stating that no standards for the o f f - s i t e 
groundwater contamination have been delineated i n the ROD. Page 16, 
paragraph 1 of the Groundwater and Tanks OU ROD state that "1,2-DCA was 
detected above the State of C a l i f o r n i a maximura contaminant l e v e l (MCL) of 
0.5 ppb i n several of the downgradient wells as far as 2,800 f t from the 
s i t e . The state MCL i s considered an ARAR for s i t e remedial action." 
Table 4 of the ROD (attached) indicates which constituents detected i n the 
groundwater exceeded federal and/or state standards and action levels. 
As stated i n the ROD, "these standards and action levels are the cleanup 
goals for the s i t e " . 

COMMENT: 

No. 3 County of Fresno - Contamination of the surface and subsurface s o i l s , 
debris, and existing tank structures remaining are also a concern to the 
County. The tank structures presently on s i t e were not involved i n the 
emergency remedial actions undertaken by the EPA i n 1985. However now, 
some f i v e years l a t e r , the EPA has found that imminent and substantial 
public health and safety endangerment exists, because the EPA now states, 
these tanks containing o i l sludge materials have not been mitigated. 

In August 1989, a grass f i r e occurred onsite that involved these tanks. 
The f i r e caused great concern to the l o c a l Emergency Response agencies and 
the community over the potential toxic nature of the smoke emanating from 
the tanks and d r i f t i n g o f f - s i t e to neighboring property areas. Local 
agency representatives at the scene contacted the EPA Emergency Response 
Team representatives i n San Francisco i n an attempt to ascertain the extent 
of toxic contamination which might result from the f i r e and resultant 
smoke. EPA's response was that the material i n the tanks was not a 
problem, and that burning debris i n the tanks posed no s i g n i f i c a n t 
detriment to health or the environment. 

The County of Fresno i s also concerned about public health and safety i n 
r e l a t i o n to potential exposure to materials when unauthorized entry to the 
s i t e occurs. For that reason, the County of Fresno previously paid a 
portion of the cost of fencing the s i t e to prevent unauthorized entry. 



However, the EPA's inconsistency of the imminent and substantial 
endangerment status of the surface structures and the additional emergency 
remedial a c t i v i t i e s planned for the s i t e are cause for concern, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y since the estimated cost for same i s i n the area of $1 
m i l l i o n . Given that these structures were deemed not to pose an imminent 
threat to public health and safety i n 1985 and 1989, the County questions 
the accuracy of the present finding of imminency, s u f f i c i e n t to warrant 
emergency remedial a c t i v i t i e s . Furthermore, the costs for remobilization 
when there i s a c t i v i t y at the s i t e i s great, and defining a public health 
and safety hazard i n 1990 when there was no such hazard i n 1985 or August, 
1989 leads one to question the necessity of spending this type of money 
for "emergency" remediation. 

At present, the EPA proposes to spend $2 m i l l i o n for emergency work at the 
s i t e , which as shown above, was not an emergency l a s t year, nor even fiv e 
years ago. When County s t a f f has questioned the need for this expenditure, 
the EPA has stated that the amount to be spent i s minuscule i n comparison 
with the EPA's projected cost of cleanup at $40 - 50 m i l l i o n . The issue 
i s not whether $2 m i l l i o n i s minuscule, but i n the usage of taxpayer funds, 
whether the plan i s appropriate and provides the greatest benefit to public 
health and the environment for the funds to be spent. This has c l e a r l y 
not been demonstrated i n the inadequate documentation presented to date. 

RESPONSE: 

I 
I 

This comment i s no longer relevant since the tanks were removed i n the f a l l 
of 1990. However, the commentor i s largely correct i n stating that during 
both the emergency remedial actions undertaken by EPA i n 1985 and during 
the f i r e at the s i t e i n 1989, EPA did not consider the onsite st e e l tanks 
and other debris as an imminent and substantial public health and safety 
endangerment. As such, the tanks were not dealt with as part of e a r l i e r 
emergency actions. As stated i n the Groundwater and Tanks OU ROD, a l l of 
the tanks and debris were to be removed as part of the selected remedy. 
The one exception was that one of the tanks was drained as an emergency 
removal action i n 1987. 

"The selected remedy for tank cleanup-at the Purity .Oil _site, as_ stated i n 
the Groundwater and Tanks OU ROD, was as follows. The contaminated wastes 
i n the seven onsite steel tanks were to be removed and transported to a 
RCRA Class I l a n d f i l l for disposal. The wastes were to be removed using 
a backhoe or a crane with a bucket and placed i n 55-gallon drums. I t was 
thought that s o l i d i f i c a t i o n of a portion of the wastes might be necessary. 
The seven tanks were to be scraped by hand to remove any remaining loose, 
tarry sludge. The asbestos coating on Tank 5 was to be removed and 
packaged for o f f - s i t e disposal. The st e e l tanks were to be dismantled and 
transported to an approved o f f - s i t e l a n d f i l l or scrap yard. 

Cleanup of the steel tanks and debris at the Purity O i l s i t e was completed 
as part of the selected remedy by Bechtel, an EPA contractor. Cleanup 
began i n early October 1990 and was completed by late November, 1990. 



Cleanup a c t i v i t i e s followed the s e l e c t e d remedy as described above w i t h 
a few minor a l t e r a t i o n s that were r e q u i r e d as the cleanup e f f o r t s 
progressed. 

S i x t e e n b i n s were staged to s t o r e the c o l l e c t e d wastes f o r eventual o f f -
s i t e d i s p o s a l . The sludge that was non-viscous enough to be pumped was 
pumped i n t o Baker tanks. Where a p p r o p r i a t e , d i e s e l f l u i d was added to the 
sludge i n attempts to d i l u t e i t . The " t a f f y - l i k e " sludge t h a t could not 
be pumped was made more s o l i d by adding diatomaceous e a r t h and was removed 
w i t h a backhoe and/or shoveled by hand and put i n t o the b i n s . The tanks 
were then cut up using a hydroshear and pressure washed, w i t h the 
rinsewater being stored i n a Baker tank that was removed o f f - s i t e . A l l 
other d e b r i s ( i . e . , lumber, junk) was a l s o removed to the b i n s e i t h e r 
manually or w i t h a t r a c t a v a t o r . The cleaned pieces of scrap metal were 
removed and given to Brunos Metal Scrapyard, l o c a t e d on the adjacent 
property. The asbestos coating on Tank 5 was removed, packaged, manifested 
and t r a n s p o r t e d to a s i t e permitted to accept asbestos. The area was then 
graded. 

The s i x t e e n bins are p r e s e n t l y (February 1991) s t i l l staged at the s i t e 
a w a i t i n g f i n a l determination as to the f a t e of the waste based on chemical 
a n a l y s i s . The waste w i l l e i t h e r pass EPA's T o x i c i t y C h a r a c t e r i s t i c 
Leachate Procedure (TCLP) t e s t and be l a n d f i l l e d at the Kettleman H i l l s 
RCRA permitted l a n d f i l l or w i l l r e q u i r e i n c i n e r a t i o n . 

The above described removal a c t i o n s were completed as p a r t of the s e l e c t e d 
remedy, not as an emergency a c t i o n . An imminent and s u b s t a n t i a l p u b l i c 
h e a l t h and s a f e t y endangerment was not considered to e x i s t due to the 
tanks' presence on the s i t e . However, important reasons f o r e a r l y removal 
were (1) l i a b i l i t y concerns i n case someone gained access to the s i t e , (2) 
to remove a f i r e hazard, and (3) to remove ob s t a c l e s that might impact 
a i r emissions sampling/monitoring s t u d i e s , etc. F i n a l l y , any f i n a l 
remediation of the s i t e s o i l s would e v e n t u a l l y r e q u i r e removal of the 
tanks. 

There was b e l i e v e d to be l i t t l e or no increased cost of c o n t r a c t o r 
m o b i l i z a t i o n f o r tank cleanup and removal. The type of work i s of a 
s p e c i a l t y nature and would probably not have been done d i r e c t l y by a f u t u r e 
general c o n t r a c t o r i n any case. It" i s " p o s s i b l e that the -tank cleanup was-
done more cheaply as an i n d i v i d u a l c o n t r a c t than i f i t were p a r t of a large 
o v e r a l l s i t e c o n t r a c t , because of the savings i n general c o n t r a c t o r add
on costs to subcontracts. 

COMMENT: 

No.4 County of Fresno - The Remedial I n v e s t i g a t i o n s (RI) t h a t have been 
conducted by the State of C a l i f o r n i a , Department of Health S e r v i c e s (DHS) 
and the Environmental P r o t e c t i o n Agency (EPA) do not adequately 
c h a r a c t e r i z e the nature and extent of the groundwater contamination plume. 
Much of the i n f o r m a t i o n contained i n the RI has s u b s t a n t i a l data gaps. 
The l e v e l of accuracy provided i n the downgradient monitoring i s 



i n s u f f i c i e n t to reach any j u s t i f i a b l e conclusions r e g a r d i n g the impact that 
the P u r i t y O i l s i t e has on the groundwater. 

RESPONSE: 

This comment questions (1) the adequacy of work performed i n c h a r a c t e r i z i n g 
the nature and extent of contamination, and (2) the " l e v e l of accuracy" 
of data t h a t i s needed to determine the impact that the P u r i t y O i l Sales 
s i t e has had on contaminating the groundwater. In a d d i t i o n , the comment 
s t a t e s t h a t s u b s t a n t i a l data gaps e x i s t , although i t does not elaborate 
on what p a r t i c u l a r data are l a c k i n g . 

No f i e l d i n v e s t i g a t i o n can provide an exact d e t e r m i n a t i o n of the extent 
of contamination. The purpose of the RI i s to de f i n e the nature and extent 
of contamination of environmental media to the "degree" needed f o r 
e v a l u a t i o n of remedial a c t i o n a l t e r n a t i v e s . The data that have been 
c o l l e c t e d and summarized i n the Remedial I n v e s t i g a t i o n Report (October 
1988) and the " F i n a l Summary Report, Groundwater C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , P u r i t y 
O i l Sales S i t e , Fresno, C a l i f o r n i a " (August 1990) i n d i c a t e that there i s 
s u f f i c i e n t i nformation to l o g i c a l l y conclude that the P u r i t y O i l s i t e i s 
the source of groundwater contamination that has been observed downgradient 
of the s i t e . In a d d i t i o n , s u f f i c i e n t i n f o r m a t i o n e x i s t s to adequately 
c h a r a c t e r i z e the extent of contamination needed to p r o p e r l y evaluate 
remedial a c t i o n a l t e r n a t i v e s . 

The major f i n d i n g s of the RI Report have been s u b s t a n t i a t e d w i t h the 
subsequent a d d i t i o n of three groundwater monitoring w e l l s l o c a t e d 
approximately 2,800 f t downgradient of the s i t e and i n the v i c i n i t y of 
the p r i v a t e w e l l s (see F i n a l Summary Report, August 1990). A f o u r t h round 
of groundwater sampling confirms the presence of organic contamination i n 
t h i s area and gives c r e d i b i l i t y to p r e v i o u s l y r e p o r t e d data from p r i v a t e 
w e l l s . In p a r t i c u l a r , the data c l e a r l y i n d i c a t e the presence of about 1 
ppb of 1,2-DCA i n groundwater i n t h i s area. O v e r a l l , even though some of 
the data from the i n i t i a l three rounds of groundwater sampling can only 
be used i n a q u a l i t a t i v e sense ( i . e . , order of magnitude), the data are 
c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the f o u r t h round of sampling, which i n d i c a t e s that 
v o l a t i l e , s e m i v o l a t i l e , and in o r g a n i c contaminants are present i n the 
"groundwater system. -The attached Table 1 summarizes -the pres.ence_of. 
contaminants that have been c o n s i s t e n t l y detected i n the groundwater 
system, both beneath and downgradient of the s i t e . 

The v a l i d i t y of data c o l l e c t e d from p r i v a t e w e l l s has been s u b s t a n t i a t e d 
w i t h data c o l l e c t e d from the three r e c e n t l y i n s t a l l e d monitoring w e l l s i n 
the area. The v e r t i c a l and h o r i z o n t a l extent of groundwater contamination 
has been d e f i n e d to a s u f f i c i e n t degree to adequately evaluate the costs 
of pump-and-treat remedial a c t i o n s . 



COMMENT: 

No. 5 County of Fresno - For over ten years, the DHS and EPA have been attempting 
to a s c e r t a i n the impacts that the P u r i t y O i l s i t e has upon the environment 
and p u b l i c h e a l t h . However, one of the most important questions, that of 
the groundwater contamination plume, has never been defined. Given the 
nature of the area, and the i n d u s t r i a l l o c a t i o n s which are downgradient 
to the s i t e , much s p e c u l a t i o n has been c r e a t e d t h a t these other i n d u s t r i a l 
l o c a t i o n s may be c o n t r i b u t i n g to the groundwater contamination. 

Over three years ago, the County of Fresno requested the EPA P r o j e c t 
Manager and consultant address the issue as to whether other i n d u s t r i a l 
l o c a t i o n s are c o n t r i b u t i n g to the groundwater contamination plume i n the 
downgradient areas. To date, t h i s issue has not been r e s o l v e d by e i t h e r 
the EPA or DHS. 

The c r i t i c a l issue posed by the f a i l u r e to assess the contamination plume 
i s t h a t the RI i s premature u n t i l such time as the contamination plume has 
been i d e n t i f i e d . Unless i t i s i d e n t i f i e d , any a c t i o n taken to abate the 
problems caused by the plume may not take i n t o c o n s i d e r a t i o n contamination 
from other nearby i n d u s t r i a l s i t e s , thus l e a v i n g the remediation of the 
contamination i n s u f f i c i e n t . In a d d i t i o n , to f a i l to adequately address 
the contamination plume could w e l l mean that the EPA, DHS and PRP's could 
w e l l end up paying f o r remediating contamination which i s not caused by 
the P u r i t y O i l s i t e . 

The EPA has assumed that the source of 1,2-DCA, which i s at or exceeds 
present State A c t i o n Levels (SAL), i n the f i v e downgradient p r i v a t e w e l l s 
i s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h the P u r i t y O i l s i t e . Other nearby i n d u s t r i a l s i t e s 
c o u l d w e l l be c o n t r i b u t i n g to the 1,2-DCA contamination, and could 
c o n s i d e r a b l y impact remedial a l t e r n a t i v e s . I n a d d i t i o n , i f P u r i t y O i l i s 
the only source of the v o l a t i l e organic compounds detected, plume 
d e f i n i t i o n beyond the downgradient w e l l s should have been de f i n e d p r i o r 
to proposing remediation a l t e r n a t i v e s . I t i s incumbent to undertake 
a d d i t i o n a l i n v e s t i g a t i o n i n order to a s c e r t a i n the appropriate remedial 
a c t i o n . 

The problem of inaccurate and incomplete data i s compounded by the f a c t 
" t h a t 1", 2 = DCA has- been found in-pr-ivate wells,- which are not., groundwater 
monitoring w e l l s , approximately 2,800 f t downgradient from the s i t e . To 
the best of our knowledge, there i s no c o n s t r u c t i o n i n f o r m a t i o n about the 
w e l l s such that i t i s known whether or not these w e l l s are even tapping 
i n t o the same a q u i f e r that shows contamination from the P u r i t y O i l s i t e . 
However, monitoring w e l l s between these p r i v a t e w e l l s and the s i t e do not 
show any 1,2-DCA contamination. This f i n d i n g b o l s t e r s the concern of 
Fresno County that the contaminant plume may not be t o t a l l y a t t r i b u t a b l e 
to P u r i t y O i l , and that c l e a n i n g up P u r i t y O i l would thus not r e s o l v e the 
i s s u e of groundwater contamination. 



RESPONSE: 

This comment i s similar to the previous one but raises an additional 
concern that there may be sources other than the Purity O i l s i t e that are 
contributing to groundwater contamination. Comments concerning the 
adequacy of delineating the groundwater plume were discussed i n the 
Response to Comment 4. This response addresses the p o s s i b i l i t y of multiple 
sources. 

The statement, "Given the nature of the area, and the i n d u s t r i a l locations 
which are downgradient to the s i t e , much speculation has been created that 
these other i n d u s t r i a l locations may be contributing to the groundwater 
contamination," i s vague i n that i t does not indicate which s i t e s , other 
than the Purity O i l Sales s i t e , are l i k e l y contributors of observed 
contaminants i n groundwater. Present-day land-use patterns (and h i s t o r i c a l 
land-use patterns, as determined from a e r i a l photographs) indicate that 
the Pur i t y O i l s i t e i s the most l i k e l y source of observed contamination. 
In p a r t i c u l a r , the presence of 1,2-DCA, both onsite and downgradient, does 
not appear to have another source as detailed i n the following paragraphs. 

The data c l e a r l y indicate the presence of about 1 ppb of 1,2-DCA i n 
groundwater i n the area beneath the s i t e and downgradient. Analyses from 
both private and monitoring wells have detected 1,2-DCA (PW-39 [1 ppb]; 
PWN [2 ppb]; PWV [1 ppb]; MWIOI [1 ppb]; see Fina l Summary Report, Figure 
4-1). Analyses from other wells that are located between these wells and 
downgradient of the si t e have also detected 1,2-DCA (PWNN [3 ppb]; PWNS 
[1 ppb]; and MW-8 [1 ppb]). F i n a l l y , analyses from wells that are located 
onsite have detected 1,2-DCA (Wl-0 [4 ppb]; Wl-5 [6 ppb]; W3-0 [3 ppb]; 
and EPA-2 [2 ppb]). The fact that 1,2-DCA has also been detected i n s o i l 
borings i n the unsaturated zone beneath the s i t e (B15-07 [290 ppb]; SBP6-
02 [200 ppb]; see RI, Figures 5-12 and 5-20) strongly implies that the most 
l i k e l y source of 1,2-DCA contaraination of groundwater i s the s i t e i t s e l f . 
In general, contaminants that were disposed of on the surface or i n p i t s 
would be expected to travel v e r t i c a l l y within the unsaturated zone u n t i l 
they reached the groundwater table. Upon entering the groundwater system, 
l o c a l groundwater flow patterns would determine their fate. In other 
words, the presence of 1,2-DCA i n the unsaturated zone at the s i t e cannot 
be attributed to disposal frora any s i t e other than the s i t e i t s e l f . I t 
"is l o g i c a l to conclude-7 then, that contaminated groundwater._benea,th_and_ 
downgradient of the s i t e i s the resul t of contamination emanating from the 
unsaturated zone at the s i t e . 

The comment i s made that there appears to be multiple sources contributing 
to groundwater contamination, because 1,2-DCA has been detected i n private 
wells located downgradient of the Purity O i l s i t e but not i n some 
monitoring wells that are located between the private wells and the s i t e . 
The observation that 1,2-DCA has not been detected at some downgradient 
monitoring wells does not diminish the l i k e l i h o o d that the Purity O i l s i t e 
i s the source of groundwater contamination. Two scenarios (Figure 1) have 
been developed to show the conditions under which 1,2-DCA would not be 
detected i n sorae downgradient monitoring wells. 



The f i r s t scenario i s concerned with the spacing of downgradient monitoring 
wells i n r e l a t i o n to the width of the groundwater plume. Obviously, with 
a f i n i t e number of wells, the extent of a plume cannot be characterized 
p r e c i s e l y . The combination of discrete placing of monitoring wells at 
variable screened intervals, and the heterogeneous nature of the unconfined 
aquifer, could result i n contaminants not being detected i n sorae raonitoring 
wells. The assumption that a l l monitoring wells located downgradient of 
the s i t e should show contamination implies, among other things, that a 
continuous source of in j e c t i o n into a groundwater systera with uniform 
aquifer properties occurs and that the spreading of contaminants i s 
continuous and uniforra with tirae (Figure 1 [a]). I t i s u n l i k e l y that these 
conditions have occurred at this s i t e . I t i s possible that the plurae i s 
confined to a r e l a t i v e l y narrow horizontal and v e r t i c a l extent i n the 
region where i t has not been detected by some raonitoring wells. 

The second scenario i s concerned with how the contaminant, 1,2-DCA, entered 
the groundwater system. I f the contaminant was introduced to the system 
as a "slug" or "slugs," then i t i s conceivable that c e r t a i n monitoring 
wells did not detect contamination while other wells did (Figure 1 [b]). 
In addition, sorae monitoring wells might indicate contamination during one 
round of groundwater sampling and show no contamination during a l a t e r 
round of sampling, or vice versa. Factors such as the time and duration 
of disposal, the araount and concentration introduced to the groundwater 
system, aquifer properties, and regional groundwater flow rates would 
determine the location of various contaminant slugs within the groundwater 
system. At present, the 50-year disposal history of contaminants at the 
Purity O i l s i t e i s not known, but i t i s not unusual to expect that certain 
contaminants have entered the groundwater system i n a continuous manner 
while others have entered as slugs ( i . e . , the introduction of 1,2-DCA into 
the groundwater system raay not have been continuous with time). 

COMMENT: 

No. 6 County of Fresno - There have only been three rounds of groundwater 
sampling for the purpose of deterraining the nature and extent of 
contamination during the past 10 years that the s i t e has been subject to 
federal and state cleanup. As mentioned previously, there i s i n s u f f i c i e n t 
data known "about the -private wells -to -give credence- to-any results In, 
addition, the chemical analyses contain results which have c i a r i f i e r s or 
q u a l i f i e r s after the number. One such c l a r i f i e r or q u a l i f i e r i s indicated 
as (J) , being "indicates an estiraated value, v a l i d for q u a l i t a t i v e use 
only due to precision, c a l i b r a t i o n or holding time problems." No proper 
usage of this type of data can be made, p a r t i c u l a r l y when the decision as 
to treatment alternative i s supposedly based upon the groundwater test 
r e s u l t s . Another c l a r i f i e r or q u a l i f i e r i s (UJ), being "due to blank 
contamination or other deficiencies, sample quantitation i s adjusted". 
This type of data would not be found acceptable by the EPA i f i t were 
submitted by a regulated entity, and this type of data i s wholly 
i n s u f f i c i e n t to support any reraediation alternative. And this causes 
extreme concerns when the EPA bases i t s estimation of the v e r t i c a l extent 
of contamination on one sample which had problems with the sample blank. 
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Given the v a s t number of r e s u l t s which are thus q u a l i f i e d or c l a r i f i e d , 
the e n t i r e v a l i d i t y of the groundwater monitoring system i s c a l l e d i n t o 
question, much l e s s the ex t r a p o l a t e d r e s u l t s d e r i v e d therefrom. U n t i l 
such tirae as the groundwater monitoring systera i s r e c t i f i e d , no ac t i o n s 
should be taken which are based on the data d e r i v e d frora the groundwater 
monitoring, and no remediation p l a n should be developed much l e s s 
implemented u n t i l the EPA has c o r r e c t e d these problems. 

RESPONSE: 

The comment by the County of Fresno suggests t h a t a problem a r i s e s w i t h 
the use of J - q u a l i f i e d data. "One such c l a r i f i e r or q u a l i f i e r i s i n d i c a t e d 
as ( J ) , being ' i n d i c a t e d an estimated v a l u e , v a l i d f o r q u a l i t a t i v e use only 
due to p r e c i s i o n , c a l i b r a t i o n , or h o l d i n g time problems.' No proper usage 
of t h i s data can be raade...." 

EPA guidance on the use of J - q u a l i f i e d data i s c l e a r : " . . . J - q u a l i f i e d 
Contract Laboratory Program (CLP) data represents data of good q u a l i t y and 
reasonable confidence and i s thus s u i t a b l e f o r decision-making i n 
Superfund...." (EPA Memo frora Howard F r i b u s h to Suzanne Wells, September 
29, 1989). The memo als o states that the J - q u a l i f i e r can be added to data 
f o r s e v e r a l reasons, i n c l u d i n g data below the Contract Required Detection 
L i m i t , or that one or more q u a l i t y c o n t r o l requirements have not met 
co n t r a c t - r e q u i r e d acceptance c r i t e r i a . The memo continues "The J -
q u a l i f i e r i s a q u a n t i t a t i v e q u a l i f i e r and can mean one or more of s e v e r a l 
t h i n g s : 1) the tar g e t analyte i s d e f i n i t e l y present, 2) the saraple was 
d i f f i c u l t to analyze, 3) the value raay l i e at the low end of the l i n e a r 
range of the instrument, and 4) the value should always be s e r i o u s l y 
considered i n d e c i s i o n making.... Furt h e r , s i n c e J - q u a l i f i e d data 
represents an a n a l y t i c a l systera l a r g e l y i n c o n t r o l , J-data a l s o represents 
data adequate f o r decision-raaking i n Superfund." 

Thus, even though sorae sample r e s u l t s are q u a l i f i e d , the f a c t that 
contarainated groundwater e x i s t s has been e s t a b l i s h e d . I t should be noted 
that a n a l y s i s of Appendix F of the RI determined t h a t 13 percent of the 
chemical data was q u a l i f i e d , a f i g u r e t h a t i s c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the la r g e 
amount of data analyzed. The present body of q u a l i t a t i v e and q u a n t i t a t i v e 
"information regarding- the kind- of- contaminants present- and t h e i r , l e v e l s . 
i s s u f f i c i e n t to examine p o t e n t i a l treatraent technologies and proceed w i t h 
reraediation. 
The responder was unable to f i n d the data l i s t e d i n the comment as having 
the q u a l i f i e r UJ, nor could the sample be found, which the comment says 
i s used to estimate the v e r t i c a l extent of contamination. 

COMMENT: 

No. 7 County of Fresno - In the EPA documentation, the estimated m i g r a t i o n of 
contarainants i n the groundwater i s 50 f t per year. The EPA estiraates that 
the s i t e was operating throughout i t s 50-year l i f e i n the same manner, 
and thus the contaminants could have migrated i n excess of 2,800 f t from 
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the s i t e . At present, i t i s unknown whether or not the s i t e was operated 
i n the same manner throughout i t s 50-year l i f e . I f there i s a s i g n i f i c a n t 
d i f f e r e n c e i n the amount of tirae t h a t the p l a n t was operated i n a way that 
c r e a t e d groundwater contamination, the assumptions are i n a c c u r a t e and the 
r e s u l t s are thus skewed. 

RESPONSE: 

The EPA i s not c l a i m i n g that the P u r i t y O i l s i t e has been operated i n 
e x a c t l y the same manner throughout i t s 50-year l i f e . Obviously, changes 
probably d i d occur i n equipment, processes, procedures, e t c . that r e f l e c t e d 
advancements i n the o i l r e c y c l i n g i n d u s t r y . However, as noted i n previous 
responses, the length of the contaminant plume has been determined by 
groundwater sampling to be about 2,800 f t . The estimated t h e o r e t i c a l 
m i g r a t i o n r a t e of approximately 50 f t per year f o r the contarainants of 
concern simply shows that i t i s p o s s i b l e f o r contaminants to have t r a v e l e d 
2,800 f t during 50 years (a r a t e of 56 f t per y e a r ) . The measured length 
of the plume, the number of years the s i t e has been i n o p e r a t i o n , and the 
t h e o r e t i c a l m i g ration r a t e of contaminants through s o i l are a l l c o n s i s t e n t 
w i t h the p o s s i b i l i t y that the P u r i t y O i l s i t e i s the source of the 
contamination. 

COMMENT: 

No. 8 County of Fresno - The County of Fresno i s concerned that the s i t e has 
been s u b j e c t to study by f e d e r a l and s t a t e r e g u l a t o r y agencies f o r a p e r i o d 
of ten years. No i n t e r i m remediation has been taken of the groundwater 
plume during t h i s p e r i o d of time, and the plume remains i n s u f f i c i e n t l y 
i d e n t i f i e d to be able to a s c e r t a i n whether the remediation suggested w i l l , 
i n f a c t , be s u c c e s s f u l since the data i s i n c o n c l u s i v e and subject to 
d i f f e r i n g i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s . The data which has been accumulated to date 
i s w o e f u l l y inadequate, p a r t i c u l a r l y given the amount of time and money 
tha t has been spent to accumulate the data. 

RESPONSE: 

The commentor i s c o r r e c t i n s t a t i n g that the s i t e has been s u b j e c t to study 
by f e d e r a l and s t a t e r e g u l a t o r y agencies f o r a p e r i o d of ten years. 
F e d e r a l and s t a t e involvement has i n c l u d e d the f o l l o w i n g : 

• In 1979 the State of C a l i f o r n i a (who h e l d the s i t e since 1975) s o l d 
the property to W i l l i a m Enns. 

• In 1980, the Department of Health Services (DHS) informed W i l l i a m 
Enns that a serious hazardous waste problem e x i s t e d on h i s property 
and requested a cleanup p l a n . Mr. Enns went to court requesting a 
r e s c i s s i o n of the s a l e . 
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During 1981, the RWQCB obtained surface water samples from the North 
C e n t r a l Canal. 

The c h a i n - l i n k and barbed wire fence surrounding the s i t e was 
constructed i n February 1981. 

On September 10, 1982, the r e s c i s s i o n was granted, and the s i t e was 
returned to the custody of the State of C a l i f o r n i a . 

In 1982, the EPA Emergency Response Team i n s t a l l e d s e v e r a l monitoring 
w e l l s i n and around the s i t e and c o l l e c t e d s urface and subsurface 
s o i l samples and groundwater samples. This i n v e s t i g a t i o n 
demonstrated that the o n s i t e s o i l and groundwater was contaminated. 

I n December 1982, the s i t e was i n c l u d e d on the EPA N a t i o n a l 
P r i o r i t i e s L i s t (NPL). 

As lead agency f o r the s i t e , DHS s o l i c i t e d proposals f o r the P u r i t y 
O i l RI/FS i n March 1983. 

On September 1, 1983, DHS r e t a i n e d Harding Lawson A s s o c i a t e s (HLA) 
to conduct the P u r i t y O i l RI. 

From 1984 to 1987, HLA performed f i e l d e x p l o r a t i o n and chemical 
t e s t i n g , and prepared an RI report on May 12, 1986. During the f i e l d 
e x p l o r a t i o n , Gunite was used to cover a small slope adjacent to the 
t r a i l e r park that had exposed o i l y waste. 

Frora February through May 1985, the EPA Emergency Response Team 
removed about 1,800 cubic yards of hazardous o i l y / t a r r y m a t e r i a l s 
from the s i t e . 

In January 1986, EPA r e t a i n e d CH2M H i l l to expand the RI work 
performed by HLA to include a d d i t i o n a l s o i l and groundwater s t u d i e s . 

During September 1987, EPA removed approximately 33,000 g a l l o n s of 
o i l and water from Tank No. 1 as an emergency removal a c t i o n . 

CH2M H i l l completed the expanded RL i n Oct 1988. -

In A p r i l 1989, CH2M H i l l completed the FS. A f a c t sheet e x p l a i n i n g 
the contents of the FS and o u t l i n i n g the Proposed Plan was 
d i s t r i b u t e d to the p u b l i c . 

In September, 1989, the ROD f o r the Groundwater and Tanks OU was 
issued, which presented the reraedial a c t i o n s e l e c t e d by EPA. 

A responsiveness summary addressing p u b l i c comments on the RI/FS, 
the Proposed Plan and the Groundwater and Tanks OU ROD was issued 
on August 9, 1989. 
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• Additional monitoring wells were i n s t a l l e d and a fourth round of 
groundwater sampling was conducted between November 7 and December 
5, 1989. The "Final Summary Report Groundwater Characteristics" 
report was issued i n August, 1990. 

• As the i n i t i a l action of the selected remedy, cleanup and removal 
of the steel tanks and debris along with grading of the s i t e was 
conducted between October and November 1990. 

• S o i l t r e a t a b i l i t y studies, i . e . , rotary k i l n incineration, solvent 
extraction, thermal separation and s o l i d i f i c a t i o n are currently 
ongoing. These technologies w i l l be considered i n the upcoming Soils 
OU ROD. 

EPA has been the lead agency for the Purity O i l s i t e since 1986. Since 
that time, the expanded RI has been completed as well as the FS. Sorae 
onsite emergency actions were performed as well as the recent removal of 
a l l seven steel tanks and related debris as part of the selected remedy. 
The public has been kept informed and has participated as decisions have 
been raade and actions taken. Completing these major steps i n the CERCLA 
process i n the four years since EPA has been lead agency i s within an 
acceptable time frame for comparable s i t e s across the country. 

Interim remediation of groundwater has not been considered necessary for 
this s i t e . Early i n the s i t e investigation/remediation process, affected 
well users were informed that the i r wells were contarainated, and EPA 
strongly recoraraended that they provide theraselves with an alternate water 
supply. EPA i s presently designing a water supply system for the affected 
area. The comraentors concerns regarding the adequacy of groundwater plume 
delineation and the quality and adequacy of the data accumulated were 
expressed without the commentor having the benefit of reviewing the la t e s t 
monitoring well data as presented i n the "Final Summary Report, Groundwater 
Characteristics Report." These concerns have been addressed i n Responses 
Nos. 4,5 and 6 of this document. 
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Figure 1. Introduction of contaminants to groundwater via continuous 
source versus 'slug' or instantaneous source 



TABLE I. Wells that C o n s i s t e n t l y Sliow the Presence of V o l a t i l e Oij^.mic Compounds. (Table excei|>Le(l I lom 

F i n a l Summary Report, Groundwater C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , P u r i t y O i l Sales S i t e ) 

Compound 

Well 
1,2-

Dkhloroclhanc 
l.l-

nichlororlhan* 

1.1-
Dlchlororlhrnr 

(Tolal) Trlchloro«lh«n« Chlorobcnnnc 
1.2-

Dlchloroprnpan* 
ToUl 

Xylrncs 
1.1.2-

Trlchlomcthanc 
Vinyl 

ChlorWt Chlorofomi 

MW.2S X x X X X X 

1 MW-I X 

1 MWS • X X X X X X X 

M W 8 X X X 

MW 101" X 

W IS X X X 

W I D X X X 

W-2S X X 

1 I'WP X 

rwN X X X 

pw NN X 

rwo X 

PW-W x 

'inMallcd Nnvemhcr I W . sampled Ncwcmhcr necember I")fl9 only. 


